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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

111 the Office Action, the Examiner aUowed claims 4, 14, 15, 19, 20, 24, 25, 29 and 30; 
and rejected claims 1-3, 5-13, 16-18, 21-23, 26-28, 31, and 32 nnder 35 U.S,C 103(a) as being 
ui^atOTtable over some combination ofLaBerge (U.S- Pat No. 6,108,778), Lange (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,055,598), Stewart et al. (U.S. Pat. No, 6,687,773), and what was well known in the art, as 
exeir3)lified by Luo et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,265,885). The Applicants appreciate the indication of 
allowable subject matter. Applicants traverse the rejections for the reasons set forth below. 
Reconsideration is respectfiilly requested based on the remaiks below. 

Claims 1, 11, 21, and31 have been amended to finAerclarifythe subject matt 
as the invention. New claims 33-44 have been added. Accordingly, claims 1-44 are now 
pending in this applicatioiL 



CLAIM REJECTIONS UN PRR 35 USC lQ3fa^ 

Ammded claim 1 is directed to a method for handling resets at a bus bridge- Themefhod 
mcludes among other things the limitation of "tespondiaag to a transaction ftom the master 
component to the slave component with a bus protocol compliant signal after ttie reset signal is 
received, wherein resp ^ttHiy^p ^'tfi the bus nrotocol compliant signal allows the master 
component to continue operating witho nt violating bus protocols while thg slayg component is 
being itsset ,^ Am«ided claims 11, 21, and 31 also recite similar limitations in their 
coiresponding claim formats. Support for the amendments can be found in the specification on 
page 6, lines 15-25; page 17, Unes 13-18; original claim 21; and elsciRiicre in the specification. 

In the OfEce Action, tfie Examiner admitted that ''LaBerge does not teach said 
responding with said bus protocol compliant signal allows the master conG5)onent to continue 
operating while tiie slave conqwnmt is being reset." (See Office Action page 3, line 20-21) The 
Examiner also stated fliat Lange discloses a command retrying mechanism that performs the step 
of responding with a bus protocol compliant signal (Le., RETRY signal). It is respectfully 
submitted, however, that ttie RETRY signal is not a bus protocol compliant signal in tiie manner 
claimed. In particalar, Lange does not teach or suggest that the RETRY signal allows Ife^ piaster 
component to continue operating without violating bus protoco ls wMIb the slave component is 
bein^ reset .^ The Examiner cited portion of coL 8, lines 19-28, in Lange does not disclose 
anything remotely to resetting a slave component. In fact, nowhere in Lange is there any 
mention that the cormnand r^rying mechanism, much less the RETRY signal, is operable in the 



^Ucation No. 10/681,860 Page 10 of 12 AI-TRP089/A987 

PA(X13/15'RCVDAT8N120066:09;49PM [Eastern DayOghtM^ 



AUG. 9. 2006 ■ 2:18PM 16509618301 



KO. 219 



P. 14 



conteart of a resetting event, nierefbre, it is rcspectfuUy submitted that claims 1, 1 1, 21, and 3 1 
are patentably distinct from the cited art. 

Nonetheless, there is no miotivation to combine the teachings otLange with die teachings 
of LaBerge. This is because LaBerge teaches away ftom allowing the master component to 
continue operating, much less having it operate without violating bus protocols while the slave 
componeitf is being reset LaBerge discloses a device for Woddnp \m transa<^OTis during reset . 
(See Titte) LaBerge states "it is desirable that a processor or other requesting agent be prevented 
orblocked ftom issuing a transaction on the host bus to a target agent while the target agent is in 
leset;- (See column 1. lines 27^3) This desire is emphasized again in column 6. hues 49-62. In 
oflier words. LaBerge teaches preventing or blocking the master component from operating 
duringreseL Furthennore, the command retrying mechanism and the RETRY signal are unlikely 
to work with the device (as disclosed m LaBerge) for blocldng bus transactions dming reset 
Uris is because there is no indication in Lange that the command retrying mechanism and Hie 
RETRY sigoal are adapted for a resetting event As such, there is no motivation to combine the 
teachings ofLange with the teachings otLaBerge in rejecting claims 1. 11. 21, and 31. 

The Examiner's rejections of the dependent claims axe respectfiilly traversed. However, 
to expedite prosecution, all of these claims will not be argued separately. Claims 2, 3. 5-10, 12, 
13, 16-18, 22, 23, 26-28, and 32 each depend either directly or indirectly from independent 
chrims 1. 11, 21, or 31 and, therefore, are respectfully submitted to be paienuble over cited art 
fox at least the reasons set forth above with respect to claims 1. U, 21, or 31. Further, the 
dependent claims require additional elements that when considered in context of the claimed 
inventions further patentably distinguish the invention from the cited art. 

For exanQ)le, claims 16 and 26 recite the limitation of "wherein both the components are 
implemented in programmable logic. For example, both the ma^t^ compone^^ and the sJave 
^^^^^^^^ .^ri^r^t^ ..^.r.TrunAle lodc. (See page 22, line 23 to page 23, liuo 11 of 
ihe specification for examples of piograimnable logic) This is in contrast to the Exammer's 
reference in the Office Action on page 3, lines 8-9. to "PCI transactiqpg being based on a 
configuration of programmable configuration spaces." 

]»rRW CLAIMS 

New claims 33-44 are beUeved to be patentable over the art of record for much the 
same reasons as claims 1. 11, and 21. Claims 33 and 37 include similar Umitations of 'therein 
either the master component or slave camponent is iii5>lemented in programmable logic on a 
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^^s^ w«e *e .lave "-^-^ » "^^^^ ^^^^ ^ ^ 
to M«« coB.poa«tt to cotilmoe oi><»tmg w«h^ 

p.e,8.1iM22».p.ge9.ta«6;p.geU.ln.«3 18.pag . ^3_.^44o».b. 

, ■c^«*;/xT. 9imt5ort for the new claims 35, 30, ^y, 
elsewhere in *» Support^ ^ i„ ^ 

in (he spwflHton cm page 6. liiBs 15-25. pi«e u. 

speciflcatioD. 

pTTMMARY 

« i. ..,p««^ »*ni«e. ^ an pending clain.. .n^^ "-^^ 
500388 (Older No. ALTRP089). 
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